Introduction
In social life every single individual can be a victim of discrimination; however, minority group members, because of their "different features", are more likely to be subject to discrimination (Dovidio ve Hebl, 2005: 11) . Thus, the social policies that are expected for the minority groups are undoubtedly essential (Altan, 2007: 5-6) . Individuals and groups can be subject to discrimination at many levels: "cultural, social, institutional and individual" (Dovidio ve Hebl, 2005: 11) . The Romanis are one of the primary disadvantaged groups who discriminated in the societies they have lived from past to today. Their different life styles, clothes, lack of education, lack of second language, as well as racism and poverty they have encountered as a result of their weak socioeconomic situation have caused them to work as "others" in unqualified jobs in labour market. In other words, they constitute an ethnic group excluded from social processes (Kolukırık, 2006; Öke and Kurt-Topuz, 2010; Roman Topluluklar İçin Bütünlüklü Sosyal Politikalar Geliştirme Projesi, 2011) .
Romanis approximately between 7-10 per cent of the total population in Bulgaria, Slovakia, Romania, Serbia and Hungary but Turkey has biggest Romani population in Europe. According to the data in EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies up to 2020 (2011:15-18) , there are 2.750.000 Romanis in Turkey. Turkey is followed by Romania with 1.850.000, Bulgaria with 750.000 and Hungary with 700.000 Romanis.
There is no scientific research on specifically Romani women living in Turkey and their problems. However, many researches on Romanis shows that the main problems encountered by the Romanis are poverty, spatial exclusion, education, employment, social security, discrimination and social exclusion (Bayraktar, 2011; Çubukçu, 2011; Demirel, 2012; Karaman, 2009; Kolukırık, 2006; Ocaklı, 2013; Öke ve Topuz, 2010 , Roman Topluluklar İçin Bütünlüklü Sosyal Politikalar Geliştirme Projesi, 2011 Topuz, 2006 Topuz, -2007 European Union 2006 Turkey Progress Report 2006 , 2007 , 2013 .
According to studies Öke and Kurt-Topuz, 2010: 275) Romani are subject to multidimensional discrimination as they have been exposed to discriminatory acts due their educational background, ethnic roots, clothes, color of skin and language. Same studies reveal that when the Romani get public service and when they want to work in a public institution, they experience ethnic discrimination.
The results of the other study (Roman Topluluklar İçin Bütünlüklü Sosyal Politikalar Geliştirme Projesi, 2011) conducted cities in İstanbul, Erzurum, Konya, Samsun İzmir and Hatay in Turkey also shows that the Romanis are subject to ethnic discrimination. Romanis discrimination in employment (2011; 52), discrimination through spatial exclusion and discrimination through social exclusion (33-36) at school (62-71) and in public institutions (72-79) as well as in the eye of Turkish media (34). According to Buğra and Keyder, groups that economically excluded and has permanent state of unemployment in any society will end up cultural exclusion. That may also lead the group political exclusion, especially if the groups are immigrants or from different ethnic backgrounds. After all, if those groups also live in a isolated spatial exclusion that is all about social exclusion (2003: 21) . The Romani living in Turkey are the most victims of spatial exclusion. Spatial exclusion might result from lack of regular income; however, living in isolated districts cause people to establish weaker relations with the society and a person might face trouble finding a proper job in labour market just because s/he is living in such places. As a matter of fact, many unemployed Romani women interviewed in this study said that once they fill in the living address in a job application form, employers understand their background from the area they live, so employers ask them whether they are Romani or not. If they say "yes", they are not employed.
They state that employers openly mentioned that their being Romani was a reason why they do not employ them.
In Turkey, even during the reign of Ottoman Empire, around 15 th century, the living space of the Romani was determined by the political power and they were accommodated separately (Göncüoğlu, Yavuztürk 2009:112) . However, Romanis in Anatolia mostly adopt a sedentary life during this Ottoman Empire unlike the Romanis in Europe. According to, Marushiakovave Popov around 1520 Romanis were living in Rumeli (cited by Marsh, 2008: 11) . Also, Ottoman had some policies to integrate Romanis to the society as well (Altınöz, 2013) . Today, in Turkey, the Romani live in the slums which have been labelled as unsafe areas where normal people would hesitate to go. In 2000, the state bought the houses with small gardens where the Romani were living and gave then new flats in return. Although it seemed that the purpose was to prevent spatial exclusion, the Romani people suffered even more after this exchange. In fact, they had to sell out their animals and horse-drawn carriages they would use to collect recyclable garbage, which they lived on. As a result, they were deprived from their income generating tools. Besides, they were indebted to the state because of the new flats they were granted though the sum was not so big. In addition, they had legal problems as they failed to pay off their debts. Briefly, the urban transformation project, which was introduced to remove spatial exclusion, ended up as a policy giving an end to the already limited job opportunities for the Romani and putting them in a bigger trouble (Roman Topluluklar İçin Bütünlüklü Sosyal Politikalar Geliştirme Projesi, 2011: 38) .
Constantly suffering from unemployment, the Romani are now having more and more difficulties in getting a proper job in labour market due to their lack of education and qualifications. Nowadays, the business life is also evolving and new jobs are being created. In such an environment where technology is rapidly developing, traditional jobs become obsolete. In Turkey, professions including but not limited to handicraft, porterage, street trading, garbage collection, tin plating and basketry have traditionally been associated with Romani men, and Romani women have been known to be doing housework, peddling and fortune telling for a living. Yet, now they are only limited to entertainment sector to make a living. This caused Romani families face a much more serious poverty problem. Having difficulty in finding a job in labour market and being deprived of a regular income, the Romani are faced with poverty resulting from chronic unemployment, and poverty is one of their main problems (Roman Topluluklar İçin Bütünlüklü Sosyal Politikalar Geliştirme Projesi, 2011:38) .
The weak relations between the Romani and the society are also reflected on their marriages. Intra-ethnic marriage is an important factor preventing the Romani from establishing a link with the society (Duygulu 1995 cited by Göncüoğlu and Yavuztürk 2009:115) . Kolukırık (2009: 63) ; Bayraktar (2011: 124) indicate that the Romani avoid calling themselves "gypsies". They think that the word "gypsy" is socially perceived as something disreputable, so they prefer to use the name "Romani/Roma". Paying attention to this terminological difference, some Romani, who can speak the Romani language, prefers not to speak it just to conceal their identities (Kolukırık, 2006 (Kolukırık, -2007 . Turkish academics, politicians and some of the Romani leaders seems to divided using the term of gypsies or Roma in Turkish (see Tatlıdil, 2002; Mustafa Aksu cited by Marsh, 2008: 20) . Demirel, (2012: 51-52) shows that Romani people who live in Kandıra and Tavşantepe, district in Kocaeli, are victims of discrimination in official institutions, houses of prayer, public transportation vehicles and schools. The same study also indicates that when the level of education and income decreases and exclusion gets relatively higher and the level of perceived discrimination increases. However, when Romani who have a more regular job and income and who live in better places have lower perceptions of discrimination. Also, they put more efforts to integrate with the society (2012:142).According to Kurt-Topuz (2010:201) illiterate Romani people have a more negative point of view about the rights granted to them by the state compared to the Romani who have graduated from primary school or high school.
An analysis of the chapters about the Romani in European Union
Turkey Progress Reports and European Commission's reports on Turkey also shows that the problems listed in this study are frequently mentioned in those reports, too. "In 2012 European Union Turkey Progress Report", the problems that the Romani people living in Turkey are listed as follows: They are victims of social exclusion. A great majority of Romani citizens still do not have an official identity card, so they cannot access many rights such as education and health services. They are discriminated in the society. They cannot sufficiently benefit from employment or housing opportunities. The report also shows that the ratio of the Romani children dropping out of school is higher than that of others. These problems were mentioned also in the 2012, 2011, 2010, 2009, 2008, 2007, 2006, 2005 nd Monitoring Cycle Reports", the discrimination to which the Romani have been subject is detailed and the reports point out exclusion from public space as well as problems about benefiting from housing and health services.
The findings of the reports prove that over the years no comprehensive social policy has been developed to deal with the problems of the Romani.
There are several studies looking into a link if there is any relation between discrimination and self-esteem. The answer is various and according to Eccleston and Major (2006:148) individual reacts to the perceived discrimination experience in a different ways. For instance, Crocker & Quinn (1998) research shows no link between discrimination and self-esteem. However, according to Abrams and Hogg (1988 cited by Hunter, O'Brien and Stringer, 2007: 937) , while inter-group discrimination may lead to an increase self-esteem level, people with low self-esteem is a reason for inter-group discrimination. Various studies carried out since then and have tried to prove those two hypotheses separately, but the results are not the same (Hunter, O'Brien and Stringer, 2007: 937) . The studies indicate there is a link between discrimination and self-esteem (Asamen& Berry, 1987; Declan &Brilo, 2003; Greene, Way, &Pahl, 2006; Panchanadeswaran& Dawson, 2011; Romero & Roberts, 2003; Verkuyten, 1998) . In this study, we also examined if there is any link between Romani women' perceived ethnic discrimination experiences in everyday life and self-esteem level.
In the literature, there is a lacuna in the studies measuring the link between ethnic discrimination and hopelessness, but the research by Nyborg and Curry (2003:263) establishes a link between more personal experiences of racism had higher level of hopelessness. Besides, exposure to labour market discrimination also leads to sense of helplessness (Elmslie and Sedo, 1996: 470) .
Other studies also showed that people who have been exposed to discrimination suffer from stress, depression, mental health outcomes, motivational problems and weak organizational loyalty (Ajrouch, Reisine, Corning, 2002; Cassidy, O'Connor, Howe and Warden, 2004; Fischer and Holz, 2007; Lam, 2007; Lim, Sohn and Ismail, 2010; Mossakowski, 2003) .
This study covers the Romani women living in Bursa. Bursa is the fourth biggest city in Turkey with a population of more than 2 million. There are no official data about the proportion of the Romani to the general population in Bursa, but Bursa is known to be one of the cities with a dense Romani population (Arayıcı 2008 cited by Unaldı: 618).
Materials and Method
This study measured the perceived ethnic discrimination experiences of Romani women and searched the link between ethnic discrimination experiences on one side and self-esteem and hopelessness on the other side. For this purpose, an interview was held with Romani Association in 2011 and with their support the research was carried out in the center of Bursa and Yenişehir, one of its districts. In the center of Bursa, the quarters which are known to be Romani quarters are Arabayatağı and Yıldırım-Yavuz Selim. In Yenişehir, the researchers could reach data in the quarters Yılmaz and Tabakhane. In total, 235 questionnaires were applied. 126 questionnaires were applied in the city center and 109 questionnaires were applied in Yenişehir. The participants were chosen through snow ball sampling.
Out of 235 questionnaires, 229 were included in the analysis. The participants were asked questions from three different scales: Perceived Ethnic Discrimination Questionnaire (AEAA), developed by Chung & Harmon, 1999, Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale (RBSE) developed by Rosenberg 1965 and Beck Hopelessness Scale (BUÖ), developed by Beck (1988). The interview was held face-to-face. Given the educational level of participants, these international questionnaires were not distributed to the participants to be able to carry out the research on the target group. Considering the reliability of results, the questions were read aloud to participants one by one by two research assistants and four senior students, and the questions were answered in this way.
It is the first time that Perceived Ethnic Discrimination Questionnaire (AEAA) has been applied in Turkey. Professional help was taken for translations. Before the research, preliminary research was conducted with 21 participants. The purpose of the preliminary research was to test whether or not participants can easily understand the questions in the same way. The expressions which are not clear enough for participants were simplified. The results of the preliminary research were not included in the study.
The questions in Perceived Ethnic Discrimination Questionnaire (AEAA) test the participants' perception of social exclusion, threatharassment, workplace discrimination, police and stigmatization. The participants were asked to choose one of the five options from "never" to "very frequently" while answering the questions about how often they are subject to the experiences mentioned in the questions due to their ethnic origins. The five options are taken from Likert scale.
In Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale (RBSE), which measures the selfesteem of participants, the participants were asked to answer the questions on a four score scale changing from "I certainly disagree" and "I certainly agree".
In Beck Hopelessness Scale, participants were asked to show whether or not they agree with the statements with the answers "yes" and "no".
The was some limitations with the study; as mentioned there is no scientific data about the Romani women live in Turkey to compare our date and give the knowledge in the literature review. In total spend over a week with Romani women where they live but in the first place found difficult to get to those places and be accepted.
Findings and Discussion
The reliability analysis intended for the scales used in this study showed that the Cronbach's Alpha values of Perceived Ethnic Discrimination Questionnaire (AEAA) and Rosenberg Self-esteem Questionnaire (RBSE) were respectively 0,840 and 0,779. The results prove that questionnaires have internal consistency and high reliability.
An analysis of the answers in Perceived Ethnic Discrimination Questionnaire (AEAA) shows that, 63,6% of the participants "frequently" and "very frequently" feel that other people do not trust them because of their ethnicity, 52,4% of them feel that other people make fun of them, %49,3 of them feel that people look reluctant to talk to them and lastly 49,1% of them feel that people treat them as they were like dirty. On the other hand, to the question "Has anyone ever damaged your house because you are Romani?", 93,9 % of the respondents answered "Never". To the question "Has anyone ever hit you or attempted to hit you because you are Romani?", 87,8% answered "Never". To the question "Has anyone ever threatened to hurt you?", 81,7% answered "Never". To the question "Have the police ever treated you unfairly?", 57,2% answered "Never". Evaluation of frequency values of the questions mentioned above reveals that lack of trust is the most frequently observed reaction to the Romani because of their ethnic roots while damage to property is rarely seen. Besides, the discrimination score of participants was found to be 48,59±13,23. These results shows that Romani women are subject to perceived ethnic discrimination with the experiences of being looked down on and disgraced in the society, being ignored and being treated not trustworthy. This results also matching the earlier studies were conducted by other authors in Turkey (Kolukırık, 2006; Öke and Kurt-Topuz, 2010 ; Roman Topluluklar İçin Bütünlüklü Sosyal Politikalar Geliştirme Projesi, 2011).
According to the values derived from the results of Rosenberg Selfesteem Questionnaire, 95,6% of the participants said "I certainly disagree" and "I disagree" for the statement "I wish I had more features that would make me more respectable". 65,2% of the participants said "I certainly disagree" and "I disagree" for the statement "I sometimes think I am good for nothing". 62,7% of the participants said "I certainly disagree" and "I disagree" for the statement "I cannot see any success about myself to be proud of". 90,8% of the participants said "I agree" and "I certainly agree" for the statement "I think I have some positive features". 90,7% of participants said "I agree" and "I certainly agree" for the statement "I am generally content with who I am". 85,4% of participants said "I agree" and "I certainly agree" for the statement "I generally have positive opinions about myself". The self-esteem score in Rosenberg Self-esteem Questionnaire was calculated to be 17,13±4,92. The data shows that as the perceived discrimination experiences of participants increase, their self-esteem decreases. This results are consentient with other studies at the literature which was given earlier (Asamen& Berry, 1987; Declan &Brilo, 2003; Greene, Way, &Pahl, 2006; Panchanadeswaran& Dawson, 2011; Romero & Roberts, 2003; Verkuyten, 1998) .
The frequency values of Beck Hopelessness Scale showed that 36,8% of the participants said "no" and 63,2% said "yes" to the first question "Are you hopeful and enthusiastic about the future?". Another question was "Do you consider your future to be dark?". To this question, 55,2% of the participants said "no" while 47,8% said "yes". seen that only 7 of the women in the survey are employed, and they are employed in temporary positions within informal sector. As it is mentioned above, all of the participants are women.
It was previously mentioned in this study that the questions in Perceived Ethnic Discrimination (AEA) questionnaire can qualitatively be categorized in the subgroups of exclusion, stigmatization and threatharassment. AEA scale was entirely quantified and the variant called "discrimination" was obtained. RBSE scale was also quantified and the variant called "self-esteem" was obtained. Pearson Correlation Coefficients were calculated considering these variants. The results of this calculation can be seen in Table 2 . Table 2 , there are statistically significant relations between all variants at significance levels of 1% and 5%. The correlation coefficient between exclusion and stigmatization is 0,795. This means that the higher the level of participants' perception of exclusion, the more their perception of stigmatization. There is also a significant relation between the perception of stigmatization and perception of threat-harassment though not as strong as the one between exclusion and stigmatization. This means that the higher the level of participants' perception of stigmatization, the more their perception of threat-harassment. There were significant and strong links between discrimination and exclusion, stigmatization and threat-harassment. This is not surprising as these three variants are all sub-categories of the discrimination variant. The 0,373 coefficient between discrimination and self-esteem shows that the increase in participants' perception of discrimination would lead to a decrease in their self-esteem. Similarly, the negative correlations between exclusion, stigmatization and threatharassment are interpreted in the same way.
It was thought that some of the expressions in AEA scale would be related to some demographic variants and this relation was investigated through Chi-square analysis. As a result of the analysis between the participants' perception that they are treated badly because of their clothes and speaking and the coefficient related to traditional and modern dressing style, the following formula was obtained: Pearson = 12,375 (p=0.015; Cramer's V=0.291, p=0.015). This shows that there is significant relation at 5% significance level between participants' perception of maltreatment and dressing style. According to the cross table, 61,7% of participants with traditional clothes said that they are frequently and very frequently maltreated because of their clothes and speaking. As a result of the analysis between the participants' perception that they are treated as if they were unreliable and the coefficient related to their dressing style, the following formula was obtained: Pearson = 12,032 (p=0.017; Cramer's V=0.288, p=0.017). This shows that there is a significant relation at 5% significance level between these two variants. In other words, the perception that they are treated as if they were unreliable is related to the perception about dressing style. 70% of the participants wearing traditional clothes said that they are frequently and very frequently treated as if they were unreliable. As a result of the analysis between the perception that they are treated as if they were dirty and the coefficient related to clothes, the following formula was obtained: Pearson = 9,295 (p=0.054; Cramer's V=0.253, p=0.054). The findings indicate that dressing style affects the perception that they are treated as if they were unclean. 56,7% of the participants wearing traditional clothes said that they are frequently and very frequently treated as if they were dirty.
As mentioned earlier, the researchers considered using t tests in order to examine the relations between discrimination variant created based on AEA scale and self-esteem variant created based on RBSE scale. To this end, Anderson-Darling Normality test was applied. Accordingly, the results for discrimination and self-esteem variants were respectively = 1,59 (p=0.005) and = 1,27 (p=0.005). This implies that the coefficients were not normally distributed, so Mann-Whitney U test should be used for the analysis. Mann-Whitney U test was applied to analyze the variants discrimination, self-esteem, dressing and friends. The results of this test are shown in Table 3 . Table 3 . Mann-Whitney U Test Results Table 3 shows that literate and illiterate Romanis, the Romanis who share their secrets and emotions with non-Romanis and the ones who have no close non-Romani friends as well as the Romanis wearing unique Romani clothes and modern clothes all had different discrimination scores. In other words, they had different perceptions of discrimination. According to the table, the interpretation of the discrimination variant is valid also for the selfesteem variant. To be clearer, literate and illiterate Romanis, the Romanis who share their secrets and emotions with non-Romanis and the ones who have no close non-Romani friends as well as the Romanis wearing unique dresses and modern clothes all had different self-esteem scores.
The results of the Mann-Whitney U Test in Table 4 shows that the perception of discrimination is higher among illiterate Romanis than literates, also Romanis with no close non-Romani friends than the ones with close non-Romani friends and the Romanis wearing unique Romani clothes than the ones wearing modern clothes. Similar to that literate Romanis has higher self-esteem compare to illiterates Romanies, Romanis who has nonRomani friends have higher self-esteem compare to who has no non-Romani friends. Romani women who wears modern clothes also have higher selfesteem compare to who wears unique Romani clothes. The statistics and results of K-W test can be seen in Table 5 . An analysis of discrimination and income leads to the following calculation: = 11,936 (p=0.018). This shows that in terms of discrimination scores, there are significant differences at 5% significance level between the income groups.
Moreover, the table below shows that the first income category, where people with the lowest income are gathered, has higher perception of discrimination compared to others. Calculated as a result of the analysis between the discrimination and self-esteem variants, = 21,513 (p=0.000) values show that there are significant differences at 1% significance level among self-esteem categories in terms of discrimination score. Table 5 shows that participants with low self-esteem have a higher perception of discrimination compared to participants with normal and high self-esteem.
Conclusion
This study looked into the perceived ethnic discrimination of Romani women living in Bursa and examined the link between perceived ethnic discrimination experiences and perceptions of self-esteem and hopelessness.
Using certain analysis methods, the researchers tried to identify the relation between perceived ethnic discrimination experiences and perception of self-esteem on one side and various socio-demographic qualities on the other side. In this context, the coefficient was calculated to be -0,373 as a result of the correlation analysis between discrimination and self-esteem variants. This significant coefficient proves that as the participants' discrimination experiences increase, their self-esteem decreases. Other important findings of the analysis are as follows: As the participants' perception of exclusion increases, their perception of stigmatization increases, too. Similarly, as their perception of stigmatization increases, their perception of threat-harassment increases, too. The study has revealed that nearly all of the Romani women participating in the research were illiterate, Chi-square analyses also showed that there are statistically significant relations between the variant dressing and perceptions of maltreatment (being treated as if they were unreliable and dirty). According to cross tables, Romani women wearing unique Romani clothes have a higher perception of maltreatment than the ones wearing modern clothes.
The results of Mann-Whitney U test indicate that illiterate Romanis have a higher perception of discrimination than literates. Romanis without a close non-Romani friend have a higher perception of discrimination than those with a close non-Romani friend. Romanis with unique Romani clothes have a higher perception of discrimination than Romanis with modern clothes. According to Kruskal-Wallis H test, the participants with the lowest income level have a higher perception of discrimination but on the contrary participants with the higher income level have a lower perception of discrimination. Furthermore, it was detected that the participants with low self-esteem have a higher perception of discrimination than the ones with normal and high self-esteem.
Lastly, this study aimed to investigate Romani women' perceived ethnic discrimination experiences in a social life and also examined the effects of perceived ethnic discrimination experiences on group members' self-esteem and hopelessness. Looking at what the research statistics shows in summary, Romani women who live in Bursa are mostly subject to perceived ethnic discrimination experiences in daily life activities. Perceived ethnic discrimination has a negative impact on those Romani women' selfesteem and our research approves the role of discrimination on self-esteem such as many other research shows similar results. However, contrary to our thinking that Romani women who have been subject to ethnic discrimination and who have a low self-esteem would have negative expectations about the future, there was an inverse proportion between Romani women's perception of discrimination and hopelessness. Although Romani women are victims of ethnic discrimination and although they are unemployed, poor and although they think they are not respected by the society but surprisingly they are mostly hopeful about the future. Despite all, the research shows, Romani women manage to remain positive.
